Introduction
Do we need to rethink open innovation? Is this really necessary? In this article, I provide a few reasons why open innovation has to be disconnected from the innovation funnel. Once open innovation is freed from this straightjacket, we might give it a "second wind" for additional growth.
Open innovation has always (implicitly) focused on new product introductions. This is illustrated by the central place of the (open) innovation funnel in Chesbrough's seminal book on open innovation (2003; tinyurl .com/d2l6bqx) . Open innovation has been defined in terms of inside-out or outside-in innovation. These two terms implicitly refer to the "open" innovation funnel where external knowledge is acquired to strengthen internal competencies and accelerate the innovation process in the company, and from where unused, internal knowledge is monetized through external paths to market. External knowledge is insourced to develop a new product or business, or internal knowledge is sold to another organization, which deploys it for its own product development. In this article, I provide two arguments to disconnect open innovation from the innovation funnel, opening in this way new directions for future research in this field. First, I argue that organizations in different types of industries can benefit from open innovation even when they are not themselves developing new products or services. This change in perspective makes open innovation relevant for a much broader range of organizations than before. Second, open innovation, with its main focus on the innovation funnel, has implicitly been focusing on R&D projects that, if successful, would bring new growth to existing businesses. Innovation scholars made few attempts to compare the case where open innovation is a means to accelerate growth of existing businesses with the case where it is used to establish completely new businesses.
Both arguments illustrate the need to integrate openinnovation initiatives into the strategy of the firm. It is time that scholars analyze how managers follow a stepwise process to link firms' strategy to open-innovation practices and take the integration of open innovation into strategy seriously.
I explore these two themes in more detail in the following two sections. In the conclusions, I focus on the consequences of this attempt to broaden open innovation for both practitioners and academia. 2013; in press) propose that, in these industries, a company (the focal firm) should first determine its strategic drivers that can be leveraged to gain competitive advantage. Next, technological innovations in other companies may be useful in leveraging the identified strategic drivers. Therefore, the focal firm has to set up a network (or a so-called innovation ecosystem) with these companies: technological innovations in the latter will generate a competitive advantage in the former. In short, we should not automatically link open innovation to new product or business development, but rather look for specific competitive drivers relevant in particular situations but not in others.
As an example, take the crude-oil business at a large oil company. The product that this business unit is selling is inevitably a commodity, and product innovation is by definition excluded (at least at the business-unit level). However, as in each business, competitive advantage in the crude-oil business is determined by a number of strategic drivers. Two important strategic drivers are the early detection of large oil wells and the effective drilling of these wells. Competitiveness in the crude-oil business depends on various technologies that increase the productivity of exploration and extraction. Oil companies have to detect the richest oil wells earlier than competitors and drill them more effectively through new technologies that allow them to extract oil at greater depths. Although the oil industry is dominated by large companies with strong R&D capabilities, they rely on specialized oil-services companies such as Schlumberger and others to develop new technologies for oil exploration and extraction: the oil-services sector is a beacon of innovation within the energy industry. Oilservices firms typically receive more patents each year than most of the large integrated oil companies. The oil company gains a competitive advantage if it partners with Schlumberger (usually in combination with other specialized services companies), who has leading-edge exploration and drilling technology. An oil company can set up a research program with these partners and (co-)finance the research and development of new exploration and drilling technology. They become strategic partners in advancing this technology. The oil company will typically require exclusive use of the technology for several years before Schlumberger can sell the technology to other oil companies.
The example of the crude-oil business in oil companies is just one example of how companies that could not be considered as "open innovators" still can drive competitive dynamics through innovation ecosystems. In this setting, it is essential that the partnering companies have networked business models, meaning that the companies' business models that are mutually interdependent. As an example of a networked business model, take the iPhone: Apple creates value by setting up a platform for apps, and the number of apps determines the value of an iPhone for the customer. Obviously, the appmaker depends on the platform to create his value for the customer. Within this extended open-innovation framework, new product development should be considered as a specific competitive driver relevant in particular situations but not in others. To extend the applicability of open innovation, we have to start from the strategy of a business, identify the key competitive/value drivers that should be enacted upon, spot and select the potential innovation partners, and set up a joint project to develop technologies or solutions that will strengthen the firm's competitive drivers. Thus, even in absence of any product or service innovation in the business, firms can still "nurture" their network of innovation partners and value-chain partners to become more competitive. (March, 1991; tinyurl.com/8xqlyp5 ) and the need to have an ambidextrous company (Tushman and O'Reilly, 1996: tinyurl.com/7y8lhm6; Janssen et al., 2012: tinyurl.com/bv9pe5g) . "An ambidextrous organization is one that is capable of simultaneously exploiting existing competencies (e.g., satisfying existing customers) and exploring new opportunities (e.g., developing new products)" (Schreuders and Legesse, 2012; timreview.ca/article/522). 
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